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Wellcome Open Research
A new way for Wellcome-
funded researchers to 
rapidly publish any
results they think are 
worth sharing




































Average APC for Wellcome Open Research - £830 (inc VAT)
Average APC across all journals used by Wellcome authors - £2044 (inc VAT)
Wellcome Open Research: a researcher-
centric way of publishing
Researchers decide:
• What to share
• When to share
• Who is best placed to review it
• How to respond to reviewer 
comments
• When to update/revise an 
article
Wellcome Open Research: Year 1
• Published 142 articles; 
100 of which indexed in 
PubMed
• Articles now indexed by 
Scopus 
• 35 articles have at least 
one citation
• Most cited article is a data 
note (6 citations); most 
viewed article with over 
3500 views is a method 
paper
Rise of funder platforms….
• Growing number of funder platforms – including 
Gates, Health Research Board, and others
• EC seeking to develop Open Research Europe
• Development of Open Research Central
• Currently an aggregation service





ScienceOpen: Research in 
Context for UCL Press
UCL Town Hall, London 16 January 2018
@Science_Open @SDawsonBerlin
Slides made available under 
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
2Re-Search starts here: Unlock the
context around each article and reach a 




38 million research article records
18 million authors
25 thousand journals
More than search: Context as a motor for
discovery
1/17/2018@Science_Open @SDawsonBerlin3









(link to article on 
publisher site)
Article page:




















Publisher benefits from the
ScienceOpen discovery technology:
• Context: Place your content in context of top 
articles in your field and beyond
• Insight: Understand how your content is used with
ScienceOpen article and journal metrics
• Usage:     Boost visibility with a link back to your
version of record
• Community: Use ScienceOpen infrastructure
to build communities around your journal
Beyond the journal webpage
Beyond the journal webpage
1/17/2018@Science_Open @SDawsonBerlin7
Get found in dynamic search on ScienceOpen
1/17/2018ScienceOpen Launchpad8
A full suite of usage statistics on ScienceOpen
1/17/2018ScienceOpen Launchpad9
Public Post-Publication Review
Street Artist SAM3 Image via http://photovide.com/street-art-murals-world/
Open post-publication peer review mit 





Article: Crossref DOI (with
version)
Author: ORCID ID
License: Creative Commons, 
Machine-Readable
Funding body/Grant #: FundRef
Affiliation: Ringgold, GRID
Data: DOI Figshare, Zenodo, 
Dryad







Scott Lynch, Bankey, Flickr_CC BY
We are your team for
As an aggregator of information, 
ScienceOpen will continue to open up, 
share, add to and explore the context
of scholarly research in support of open 






Open Science & the perverse evaluation cycle
Catriona J. MacCallum
Director of Open Science
Hindawi
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Hindawi
Open Access since 2007
~18,000 peer-reviewed articles a year
Science, Technology & Medicine
A founding member of OASPA
 Free access – no charge to 
access 
 No embargos – immediately 
available
 Reuse – Creative Commons 
Attribution License (CC BY) - use 
with proper attribution
















What is Open Science?  It is endeavoring to preserve the rights of others to reach 
independent conclusions about your data and work.
8:47 PM - 5 Dec 2017
Why
Amsterdam Call For Action April 2016
https://english.eu2016.nl/latest/news/2016/04/05/eu-action-plan-for-open-science
“Open science is about the way researchers work, 
collaborate, interact, share resources and disseminate 
results. 
….will bring huge benefits for science itself, as well as 
for its connection with society. “
Open Science
“Current incentive structures in science, combined with existing 
conventions such as a significance level of 5%, encourage 
rational scientists to adopt a research strategy that is to the 
detriment of the advancement of scientific knowledge.“
Higginson AD, Munafò MR (2016) Current Incentives for Scientists Lead to 
Underpowered Studies with Erroneous Conclusions. PLoS Biol 14(11): e2000995. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.2000995
Retraction trends
Van Noorden, Nature 478, 26-28 (2011)
In same period, volume of papers increased by 44%
Is science (communication) trustworthy?
1Head ML, Holman L, Lanfear R, Kahn AT, Jennions MD 
(2015) The Extent and Consequences of P-Hacking in 
Science. PLoS Biol 13(3): e1002106. 
doi:10.1371/journal.pbio.1002106
2Landis SC, et al. (2012) A call for transparent reporting to 




• Poorly Designed studies
• small sample sizes, lack of 
randomisation, blinding and 
controls
• ‘p-hacking’ (selective analyses) 
widespread1
• Poorly reported methods & results2
• Negative/inconclusive results are 
not published
• Data not available to 
scrutinise/replicate
Does prestige ensure ‘quality’?
● Higher ranked journals have more papers retracted1
● Papers in higher ranked journals are more likely to report either 
no or inappropriate statistics2,3
● Papers from highly ranked institutions have poorer reporting 
standards3
1Fang, Ferric C., and Arturo Casadevall. “Retracted Science and the Retraction Index.” Infection and Immunity 79, no. 10 (October 1, 2011): 
3855–59. doi:10.1128/IAI.05661-11.
2Tressoldi PE, Giofre D, Sella F, Cumming G. High impact = high statistical standards? Not necessarily so. PLOS ONE 2013; 8(2):e56180. doi: 
10.1371/journal.pone.0056180 PMID: 23418533
3 Macleod MR, et al. (2015) Risk of Bias in Reports of In Vivo Research: A Focus for Improvement. PLOS Biol 13(10): e1002273. 
doi:10.1371/journal.pbio.1002273
Incentives drive culture
The biggest barrier to data sharing are the perverse incentives in the 
reward and evaluation systems that make authors reluctant to share
• The primacy of publications and the journal as a proxy of quality with 
which to award grants and assign tenure (the impact factor…)
• Financial bonuses
• Lack of reward for data and other outputs
• Lack of transparency & poor reporting
• Publication bias
Rescuing US biomedical research from its systemic flaws
Bruce Alberts , Marc W. Kirschner , Shirley Tilghman, and Harold Varmus
PNAS | April 22, 2014 | vol. 111 | no. 16 | 5773–5777
doi: 10.1073/pnas.1404402111
“As competition for jobs and promotions increases, the inflated 
value given to publishing in a small number of so-called “high 
impact” journals has put pressure on authors to rush into print, 
cut corners, exaggerate their findings, and overstate the 
significance of their work. 
Such publication practices, abetted by the 
hypercompetitive grant system and job market, are 
changing the atmosphere in many laboratories in 
disturbing ways.”
Bullied into bad science
The Bullied Into Bad Science
campaign is an initiative by early 
career researchers (ECRs) for 
early career researchers who aim 
for a fairer, more open and ethical 




Impact factors mask huge variation in 
citations - if you use it you are 
dishonest and statistically illiterate 
@Stephen_Curry #COASP
COASP7 ‘Research and researcher evaluation’ (2015), 
Stephen Curry (Imperial College London) – available 
soon  from OASPA website
Imperfect Impact
Stuart Cantrill January 23, 2016 Imperfect impact Chemical connections
https://stuartcantrill.com/2016/01/23/imperfect-impact/
● Researchers gain from publishing in ‘designer’ journals
● Journals gain financially from their brand/ Journal Impact factor
● Institutions gain financially by hiring and firing based on where 
researchers publish, not on what they publish (or the mission of the 
University)
● Research assessment by funders often based on very few 
publications and brand/impact factor (some are changing)
● Entrenched sub-conscious bias
Current culture embeds status quo

Himmelstein DS, Romero AR, McLaughlin SR, Greshake Tzovaras B, Greene CS. (2017) Sci-Hub provides access to nearly 
all scholarly literature. PeerJ Preprints 5:e3100v1 https://doi.org/10.7287/peerj.preprints.3100v1
“Readers [audience] should note that, in many jurisdictions, 
use of Sci-Hub may constitute copyright infringement. 
Users of Sci-Hub do so at their own risk. This study [and 
talk…] is not an endorsement of using Sci-Hub, and its 




Publisher as service provider
● Encourage and facilitate better forms of credit
• ORCID
• CRediT taxonomy




● Encourage data / software / materials sharing
● Provide high quality metadata
● Reduce friction
• Enable connections and discovery
• Adopt relevant persistent identifiers
• Reduce the burden on researchers
• Reduce the burden for funders and institutions
• Enable a machine readable ecosystem
most of the data needed to support Open 
Science is controlled by commercial 
companies, both big and small. This growing 
reliance on a handful of companies to 
provide proprietary analytics and decision 
tools for research funders and universities 
poses serious risks for the future
Open Source
• prevents monopolistic control 
• requires an active community of users 
and service providers to develop and 
maintain infrastructure
Open Data
• metadata about the research process 
itself, such as funding data, publication 
and citation data, and “altmetrics” data
Open Integrations
• standard metadata formats and open 
APIs
Open Contracts
• completely open (public) and no lock-in 
(e.g. Non-Disclosure Agreements, 






Journals Manager, UCL Press
i.caswell@ucl.ac.uk




‘Scholarly outputs are typically subjected to a 
publications process that limits their widespread 
dissemination. UCL is committed to being a force for 
good and enlightenment in the world. This includes 
ensuring that the products of its research are made as 
widely available as possible.’ 
Professor David Price, Vice Provost (Research), UCL
About 
UCL Press
56 fully peer reviewed books
Innovative publication in all 
subject areas
Over 700,000 downloads in 
over 200 countries
All publications made 
available open access
Rapid publication




Providing a home for diverse research 
outputs
Our Aims for a UCL Press Megajournal
Open, transparent, and accountable | Diverse research 
outputs | Universal and unrestricted dissemination















Stay in touch and get involved, contact:
Ian Caswell
Journals Manager, UCL Press
i.caswell@ucl.ac.uk
Chair: Prof David Price, UCL 
Vice-Provost (Research)
Dr Paul Ayris, Pro-Vice-Provost 
(UCL Library Services) 
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